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Jose 1. Arzuaga ("petitioner"), by his counsel, herewith submits his opposition to

the REQUEST FOR WAIVER OF DEADLINES AND FOR ACCEPTANCE OF LATE-

FILED COMMENTS (filed November 27, 1995) submitted by International Broadcasting

Corporation ("mC"), licensee ofFM broadcast station WAHQ-FM, Carolina, Puerto Rico

in the above-captioned proceeding. In St'prort whereof, the following is stated:

1. On August 31, 1995, the Commission released its NOTICE OF PROPOSED

RULE MAKING in the above-captioned proceeding, setting October 23 as the date for

filing Comments and November 7 as the date for filing Reply Comments, neither of which

deadline was met by mc. The notice was properly published, and mc had constructive

notice of the proposed changes in the FM Table of Allotments. As will be further

discussed, infra, mc had actual notice of the Arzuaga proposals, which were served on

me. So this matter comes as no surprise to mc. Further, mc's complaint that it was
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not properly served with the counterproposal herein is at best a technicality designed to

deflect attention from the merits of this case and its failure to meet the filing deadlines.

Untimely Reconsideration Reguest

2. It is noted and emphasized here that the Commission stated in the NPRM, at

f.n.2:

....We note that Station WAHQ(FM), Channel 299B, Carolina, Puerto Rico, has
an application (BPH-950509ID) pending to modify its transmitter site which
conflicts with the instant proposed rule making. However, where an application
and an earlier or simultaneously filed petition for rule making conflict, and the
conflict cannot be resolved by a site restriction or the allotment of an alternate
channel, the application will be held in abeyance pending the outcome of the rule
making. See Conflicts Between Applications and Petitions for Rule Making to
Amend the FM Table ofAllotments, 8 FCC Red 4743 (1993).

3. No timely request for reconsideration was filed in connection with this ruling,

and it is the law of the case. Nevertheless, in its REQUEST FOR WAIVER OF

DEADLINES AND FOR ACCEPTANCE OF LATE-FILED COMMENTS, mc seeks

reconsideration of the Commission's ruling in the NPRM. As a request for

reconsideration, Section "B" of mc's pleading (pp. 3- 6 and Engineering Statement) is

grossly untimely and must be stricken. Administrative finality requires rejection of this

effort to submit a petition for reconsideration which is nearly 60 days late. In addition,

the portion of the Engineering Statement which sets forth alleged alternate channels for

Frederiksted must be stricken as an untimely counterproposal.

4. Even if the Commission were not to strike the belated effort at reconsideration,

mc's arguments must be denied on the merits. As acknowledged in mc's pleadings (at

p. 3), Arzuaga clearly set forth his proposals which are being advanced in this rulemaking

proceeding in his reply comments in RM-8026. These were filed January 19, 1993,
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certainly well in advance of mc's modification application filed in May of this year.

Moreover, this pleading was served by ~he undersigned on John P. Bankson, Jr., Esq. in

his capacity as counsel for WAHQ (then WVOl-FM). Accordingly, mc was apprised of

Arzuaga's proposal nearly three years ago. mc had actual knowledge of the proposal for

nearly three years, and its protestations of lack of notice are hardly persuasive. In fact, it

is mc which has failed to provide notice. When mc filed its application in May of 1993,

RM-8026 was still an active proceeding; and mc should have served Arzuaga with a copy

of its conflicting application. Therefore, mc hardly comes with clean hands, and its

arguments oflack ofnotice are not supported by the facts.

5. mc's argument that Arzuaga's proposal should be counted as filed as of the

date of the NPRM defies logic and has no basis in law. It is the date of the filing of the

pleading and not the date of the NPRM which establishes cut-off protection under the

Commission's report and order in Conflicts Between Applications and Petitions for

Rulemaking to Amend the FM Table ofAllotments, 7 FCC Red. 4917 (1992), clarified, 8

FCC Red. 4743 (1993). The fact that the pleading was defective as a counterproposal is

immaterial to the issue at hand. There is no question that Arzuaga could have filed the

pleading as a rulemaking petition, and the Commission treated it as such. It was the 1993

pleading which set forth the Arzuaga proposal (including the substance of the Arzuaga

counter-proposal herein), and it is the 1993 pleading which establishes Arzuaga's cut-off

rights. There simply is no basis, in law or logic, for establishing cut-off rights at the time

of issuance of the NPRM. This arguJ..llent must fail both as an untimely request for
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reconsideration of the Commission's ruling in the NPRM and as an attempt to make new

law which is without precedent or logical basis.

6. Perhaps realizing that its argument is unwarranted as a matter of law, mc

pleads (at p. 6) that the Commission's action here is "unfair." Of course, part of the

unfairness argument is based on the alleged lack of notice at the time the mc application

was filed. As discussed above, the alleged lack of notice is a myth. mc's counsel was

served with the 1993 proposal and thus mc had more than ample notice. Not only is the

argument based on myth, it is based on the incredible argument that there is "no harm" to

Arzuaga if he is required to file a new rulemaking whereas the harm to mc is "great" if

Arzuaga is permitted to prosecute his proposal. The opposite, of course, is true. All

Arzuaga is being afforded is cut-off rights so that the Commission can determine which

proposal best serves the public interest. His proposal has not been afforded preference

(despite having been filed several years earlier) - only the right to be considered. In

contrast, if the Commission required Arzuaga to file over again, mc would be protected

without any consideration being given to Arzuaga's proposal. Fairness dictates a denial of

this belated reconsideration effort - not the opposite result advocated by mc.

7. Next, at p. 5, mc argues that the grant of its application will better serve the

public interest, based on certain engineering arguments advanced. This constitutes not

only an untimely counter-proposal but a mythical one as demonstrated in the attached

Engineering Statement. Neither alternate channel is available. Ch. 222 is not available as

suggested because it is currently in use ill Tortola, and both channels require the use of a

site which is precluded by the airport and oil refinery. In contrast, WAHQ can achieve
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maximum facilities at locations which are not short-spaced to the Arzuaga proposal. As

demonstrated in the attached Engineeriog Statement, sites are available which would

provide better coverage to more people. Further, these sites are existing antenna farms

whereas the El Yunque site is in an environmentally sensitive area where governmental

approval is not likely to be obtained. In short, it is WAHQ which has alternatives (which

are superior) and not Arzuaga.

8. As a tinal effort to derail the Arzuaga proposal, mc argues that Arzuaga has

not indicated his intention to apply for the Frederiksted allocation if granted. This simply

is not true. In para. 3 of his COMMENTS AND COUNTERPROPOSAL OF

PETITIONER, Arzuaga stated that "ifthe Commission assigns the proposed frequency to

Frederkisted and/or Culebra, petitioner will apply for the authorization to construct and

operate an PM station in Frederiksted and/or Culebra." The operative conjunction is

"and/or." If Arzuaga had intended that he would only apply if both were approved, he

would have said "and" not "and/or." The clear intention was to include the possibility that

only the Frederiksted allotment would be made, and Arzuaga once again reiterates that he

will promptly apply for Ch. 298 in Frederiksted if assigned as proposed in the NPRM.

Untimely Comments

9. As part of its request for waiver of deadlines, mc seeks to have the

Commission consider its untimely COMMENTS IN OPPOSITION AND IN REPLY TO

COMMENTS AND COUNTERPROPOSAL OF PETITIONER. This pleading was tiled

November 13, 1995, a week after the due date for "reply comments." These comments

should be stricken as untimely and, if considered, denied on the merits. mc begins by
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asserting that "IBC has not been a party to these proceedings until now." However, this is

misleading. As discussed above, the proposals contained in this rulemaking were served

on WAHQ in 1993. Further, the Commission noted the conflict with WAHQ's

modification application in the NPRM and presumably the Commission's engineering data

base noted the conflict, making the connection a matter of public record. Even ifmC had

not been diligent in reviewing the NPRM, the conflict should have been discovered

through a routine status check on the pending WAHQ application.

10. In any event, mc argues (p. 3) that mc was not properly served with

Arzuaga's counterproposal. Ofcourse, as discussed above, mc was served with the

essence ofthe counterproposal some three years ago. Further, the alleged failure to serve

is based on a technical argument that service on the party operating the station was

insufficient. Service was effectuated by undersigned counsel utilizing the station address

published in the Broadcasting & Cable Yearbook 1995. mc does not deny that the

pleading was ultimately delivered to the alleged owner ofme, but argues that it was

delayed due to the use of the address published in the Yearbook.

11. me goes on to state that "Arzuaga knew about WAHQ's ownership and

address," implying that Arzuaga should ~iave known better than to send the document to

Pienbenedio Rodriguez. The fact is that it was undersigned counsel who effectuated

service not Arzuaga, and counsel utilized the Yearbook because he was unable to contact

Arzuaga to verify the address. However, counsel has since discussed the issue with

Arzuaga (who mc correctly points out does know about WAHQ's ownership) and who

confirms that Pienbenedio Rodriguez is in control ofthe station and not Pedro Roman
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Collazo. While mc may argue that it is merely leasing the station pursuant to an LMA, 1

the fact is that the pleading was served on the person who is operating the station,2 and it

appears to be mc's failure to maintain proper control over the facility rather than

Arzuaga's failure to effectuate service which led to the problem facing me. It would

indeed be ironic if the Commission were to excuse mc's tardiness due to the

relinquishment of control by mc.

12. In any event, mc admits that the pleading was ultimately received but that

"little time was left for a reply." This statement begs the question. Ifmc had "little time"

left for a reply, it was at least incumbent on it to seek an extension oftime prior to the

deadline rather than simply coming in a week late without so much as an explanation as to

why a timely extension request was not sought. This is not merely a case of tardiness. It

is a case ofunexcused tardiness which should not be permitted. Here the Commission

should once again bear in mind that mc had ample notice ofwhat was being proposed by

Arzuaga - but it has simply slept on its rights (perhaps due to the fact that control had

been relinquished to Pienbenedio Rodriguez).

13. Even ifconsidered, mc's remarks are without merit. In para. 2 ofits

pleading, mc states that in proposing alternative 1 ofArzuaga's counter-proposals, the

Commission implicitly rejected the counterproposal. This is not the case. The

Commission explained in its Report and Order in MM Docket No. 92-245, para. 4 and fn.

7, that because WAHQ had withdrawn its request for substitution ofChannel300B for

1 It appears that control ofthe station has been relinquished to an alien, which would not be a proper use
ofan LMA in any event.
2 No me employee is listed at the station address and to Mr. Arzuaga's knowledge there are no me
employee's at the station. The person listed as President was served.
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Channel 299B, Arzuaga was required to reimburse WAHQ and had failed to state his

willingness to do so. The Commission pointed out that this was not the fault of Arzuaga­

rather a technicality due to the withdrawal ofthe WAHQ channel change. Clearly, the

Commission did not reject the proposal on the merits but merely on a technicality which

was cured by Arzuaga in his timely-filed counter-proposal in this proceeding.

14. The next misstatement ofthe facts submitted by WAHQ is the allegation that

Arzuaga has waffled on what he wants, and the Commission has no way of relying on

what proposal he intends to advance. This is certainly a case ofthe pot calling the kettle

black. The Commission should bear in mind that it was originally WAHQ which proposed

to move from Ch. 229 to 300 and then subsequently withdrew its request. It is amazing

that WAHQ is arguing that a proposal which it once advanced is now highly disruptive

and contrary to the public interest. Who is it that is doing the waffling? The fact is that

Arzuaga modified his original proposal due to conflicting proposals made by others.

However, since 1993 his proposal has remained the same. He has consistently proposed

the assignment of a new PM station in Frederiksted and a new PM station in Culebra,

resulting only in the adjacent channel move ofWAHQ, which WAHQ had itself requested.

These were presented in the alternative due to the fact that if the Commission does not

agree to assign a new PM station to both Frederiksted and Culebra, Arzuaga would still

want the station in Frederiksted. This is simple, concrete, understandable and consistent ­

as contrasted with WAHQ's former inconsistent proposal that a change of its channel as

proposed by Arzuaga herein would be in the public interest. How was it in the public

interest when WAHQ proposed it but not when Arzuaga proposes it. Morevoer, as
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discussed in the attached Engineering Statement, WAHQ has previously obtained

construction permits near the EI Yunque site but has pennitted those pennits to expire.

Given the fact that WAHQ has had the opportunity to improve its facilities previously but

never acted on those opportunities and the fact that the presently proposed site is in an

area where governmental approval is very unlikely, one can only speculate as to WAHQ's

real agenda in these proceedings.

15. In summary, Arzuaga has not changed his basic proposal in his

counterproposal. He sought the Culebra channel in the pleading which led the

Commission to issue the NPRM in this proceeding. The Commission did not include that

portion ofthe proposal due to the technicality resulting from WAHQ's withdrawal of its

proposed channel change which unbeknownst to Arzuaga required the filing of a

statement that he would reimburse WAHQ ifthe change was effectuated. Arzuaga has

merely retendered his previous proposal with the required statement and a slight

modification. This is what he has sought all along. He has not changed. WAHQ is the

only party which has changed, now arguing that the channel change which it once sought

as being in the public interest is now mysteriously contrary to the public interest - a

curious position at best from one who accuses others of"waftling."

Counterproposal

16. The final issue to be considered is mc's argument that Arzuaga's

counterproposal is cut-off (Section A, pp. 2,3 ofRequest for Waiver). The argument here

is that mc's May 9, 1995 application to relocate its transmitter serves to cut-off the later­

filed counter-proposal in this proceeding. While mc's statement ofthe law is accurate,
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its application ofthe law to this case is wrong. As discussed above, the Commission has

already ruled that the mc application must be held in abeyance pending outcome ofthe

instant rulemaking proceeding. The rulemaking request was initiated prior to the

application; therefore, the application does not serve to cut-offthe conflicting proposals

being advanced in this proceeding. IfmC disagreed with the Commission's ruling, it was

required to request reconsideration ofthe ruling within the time limits prescribed in the

Commission's rules. It is too late now to argue that the Commission's ruling should be

modified. The counter-proposal does not set forth a "new conflict" to the mc

application. The conflict already exists, 2nd there is no reason for affording mc

protection against the counter-proposal when its application is already in conflict with the

NPRM proposal. While this rationale may constitute "good advocacy" on the part of

mc, it does not serve as a legitimate basis for decision-making in this proceeding.

17. Furthermore, the counter-proposal set forth by Arzuaga was essentially a part

ofhis original pleading which led to the NPRM with modifications which have no bearing

on the "cut-off' rights pertinent to this proceeding. The proposal advanced by Arzuaga in

his pleading which led to issuance ofthe NPRM included a request for allotment ofCh.

298A to Culebra, requiring WAHQ to be moved from 299B to 300B and allocating 299A

to Frederiksted.3 Arzuaga modified this proposal slightly by upgrading the Culebra

allocation to 298B1 and the Frederiksted allocation to 293B. Either proposal requires the

move ofWAHQ to 300B. For purposes ofcut-offrights, this proposal was advanced

together with the 1993 proposal to allocate 298B1 to Frederiksted (as alternative

3 Since the original request sought the allocation to Culebra, the counter-proposal should not be viewed
as an attempt to introduce a new community in a counter-proposal. Rather, Arzuaga merely conformed
his original proposal to the requirement that he reimburse WAHQ for expenses.
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proposals). Therefore, the cut-offissues are identical. Both proposals were advanced

prior to the filing ofthe WAHQ application, and WAHQ is not entitled to cut-off

protection vis a vis either proposal. Further, to the extent the Commission views the

counter-proposal as containing an improper upgrade ofeither the Culebra or Frederikested

allocation, Arzuaga requests that the upgrade be eliminated - so that the proposal would

be for Ch. 298A at Culebra and Ch. 293B1 at Frederiksted (or such other class channel as

the Commission deems appropriate) - and Arzuaga affirms that he will accept whatever

class ofchannel the Commission specifies so as to conform with its policies and will

promptly make application for the new channel ifassigned.

Public Interest Issues

18. Contrary to the assertions made by mc, there are substantial public interest

benefits to the proposed allotment of a second FM service at Culebra in addition to a

third local FM service at Frederiksted. TLe Commission's Sixth Report on Television

Allocations, Vol 1, Part 3, Rad. Reg. (P&F) 91.601,91.620 (1952), which carried out the

mandate of47 USC 151 and 307(b), established five priorities for channel allocation: (1)

a first service to all parts of the country; (2) a local station in each community; (3) a

choice oftwo services to all parts of the country; (4) two stations in each community; and

(5) additional stations based on population, location and number of services available.

Thus, the proposed Culebra allocation fits within the primary objectives ofSection 307(b)

ofthe Act. As further discussed on the third page ofthe attached Engineering Statement,

the Arzuaga proposal will also serve the public interest by providing an additional

emergency outlet to this area which is prone to the devastation ofhurricanes. High-power
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FM stations can often provide the only emergency information available to remote islands

affected by such storms, making the addition of such services vital to emergency planning

for the region.

19. In contrast, WAHQ's argument regarding dial position, an argument which

the Commission has repeatedly rejected over the years, has no merit whatsoever. The

proposal is to move WAHQ to an adjacent channel so that there is virtually no change in

dial position whatever. There certainly is no persuasive merit to an argument of listener

disruption to such a move. Ofcourse, the validity to this argument is totally undermined

when one takes into account the fact that mc previously proposed this very change to the

Commission. As previously discussed, mc cannot have it both ways - that the change

was in the public interest when mc proposed it, but it is contrary to the public interest

now that Arzuaga is proposing it. This argument should be seen for what it is and

dismissed out ofhand.

Conclusion

20. In conclusion, there is no merit whatsoever to the belated attempts advanced

by mc to overturn the Commission's ruimg in the NPRM, holding mc's application in

abeyance pending the outcome ofthis proceeding. mc slept on its rights, failing to even

file comments in this proceeding in a timely fashion. It is without excuse because the

NPRM was properly published, and the Commission was under no obligation to serve this

document on mc. The doctrine ofconstructive notice applies, and adequate notice was

given. Moreover, mc was in fact served with the proposal some three years ago by

undersigned counsel. mc's complaint that it did not receive the more recent service of
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the counter-proposal submitted by Arzuaga is without substantive merit. The pleading

was served on the person who is running the station who in tum delivered it to me. It is

mc's fault that it has turned control over to a person who was not responsible to pass the

document along to mc in a more timely manner. Arzuaga cannot be blamed for mc's

relinquishment of control ofits facility.

21. In any event. mc has submitted no substantive basis for its attempt to have

the instant rulemaking dismissed and/or denied. The public interest will be well served by

establishment of a second FM service at Culebra and a third FM service at Frederiksted.

me can point to no countervailing pubic interest factors since it is able to even more

effectively improve its facility from alternate locations.

WHEREFORE THE PREMISES CONSIDERED. it is respectfully requested that

the Commission dismiss and/or deny me's above-referenced pleadings filed in this

proceeding and make the proposed changes in the FM Table ofAllotments.

Respectfully submitted,

LawOftices
JAMES L. OYSTER
108 Oyster Lane
Castleton, Virginia 22716-9720

(540) 927-4800

December 7, 1995
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I, JOSE J. ARZUAGA, certify that I am a Consulting

Tadio and T.V. Engineer, that my qualifications are know

to the Federal Communications Commission and I prepared

this statement.

I further state that calculations and exhibits

contained herein were prepared by me personally or under

my direction and that all facts contained therein are true

of my knowledge except where stated to be on information

or belief, and as those, I believe them to be true.

Date:



The proposals for Channel. ??''-Bl, 222~ and 269~ ..de by

Gu~kiB are entirely without basiB.

The use of 222BI is pJ:eol\1dnd in all the U. S. Virqin Island..
by lo-GOJ,D, Joca.t:ed in '!'orlol., Britt.i8h Virgin I.slands with a

powP.T of ].OOllN'. and an an~en"a hp.iqht of 1740 ft. A.M.S.L. due
to third Channel in1:erference. jo"or this raaS()D the FCC ahanged

Channel 222B, 92!,3 MHz., WDCM, CT\I~ Bay, st••Tohn to 267B, 101.3

MHz., due to inte:r.ference it won] d cause Lo Tort:ol.a. 'l"his order

was qrClDted on Septel'lber 6, 1995.

The pTopoeed site for both ~?2B and 269B is not a valid site.
FiT-st, f.or.m this site, shadow is cast ovor both service co~nitie.

of Fredcriksted and Christiansted. Second, ita proximity to ~he

end of tho main airport runway precludes constructing III tower of
suffjcJent height to overc~ thp. shadow to tho communities of
service and third, the d88ign.~ed site is the Hess Oil refinery
1n8~a]Jllltion. Hees Oil has an extensive and lucrative installation
where the antenna site is propos~CI. 'l'ight seourl ty 1s maintained
at. the rcfinGry. !'here is no wav Hess will permit tho inst:allation

of. II 50 Kw. PM Antenna on its rp.fineTY chJ.",ney.

MaxilRutIl population coverage requires maximum power due to
-terrain factor- in this, one of I:.he V:i.rgin Islands. Therefore,

a reduction in class fr~ B to B1 would be perjudicial to the
publ j c interest. Por this reason Chltnnel 293n, 106.5 Mllz. is the
most de8i~able frequency.

'!'he petition of lfABO t.o II\OVC to E1 YunquB i8 in conflict. wit.h
our ori9ina1 proposal for Channel 298B1 for Frederiksted back in

............................................ 0••• 0. '.0 .



1993r they did Dot ukc int.o consideratiOJ'l our petition which was

~ling in the COMmission.

WARO. fo:a.ely WVOZ-FM, Caro.1 j I)a haR boen 21 yoars in 'the

SaMe site, aince ita foundation, "bieh 8i'l.:0 is the narlington

BuildinCj, Rio Pl04r.lS, Puorto R;I (':0. WNf{l previously obtained cons­

t.ruct.ion pe:md.t8 for sf t08 near F.:) Yunque on two ocasions, and

the8e were poJ:llitted to expire.

Culebra fa an isolated ilElland about 20 m:f.] e8 East. of Puerto

Rico. Channel 29881 i.s the oXlly available Channel for Cul.ebra.

BefoTp. dcnyinq.Culebra its second ou~lct which would be in the

pubJ ic. inberelilt, WAIIQ has ava:1.' ablo al ternai:.;1 vos: La Ma rquclIa

Antenna Farm in A9ua8 Buenas, Puerto Rico and T~ Santa An~enna

Fann in Guayama, Puerto Rico. SinCB]n 'Yunquc is at the extreem

Nor'l.hei18'tern end. of Puer.to Rico, 1ft08t of the signal, is lost over

wa'l:er. Another factor is that HI Yunque iB a natj onal park with

strjct environmental restriotiona and a h~ven for protoctad plant

and animal species. 'J'o obtain 1!I const.ruction permit: here would

be a lon9. difficult process. T'td.o sit.uat.ion does not prevail

at t:he two antenna faJ:'Jl\B, La Marq\lcza anc:l La Santa.

The advantage of JftOviftCJ to J,a Santa Peak over moving to

E1 'Yunque is considerablo. Tho l I\illivol t 60 db contour ext.ends

weetwClrd to inc:l.udc tho. followin9 ICLunicipalities with their

respect:ive populations, 88 seen in nxhibita A which li!lt munici-

pal j lJ 08 and Exhibits B whioh is the contour map. This is i!l

population gain of 355,056 to the West and a loss of 1,542 to the

Bast due to the island of Culebro falling outside of the 1 mil.livol~

contour. A n&t qain of 35J,5~4 is thus achieved .

............................................................................................................................................ • 0 ..



'!'he islands t.o the Bast of the main isJ and of. Puerto

Rico, Viequ&. and Culebra toqetbar wi 'to the U. s. Virgin Islands

of St. Croix, St. John and at. 'rha"l'08 are unigcly 8ituated

surrounded by 'the caribbean Or.:enn. Surface and air transit

is usually siaple as is BO radio and telephone communications.

However, from time to time'!! t:hesc islands becOlllle trgly i8o~

latod. T.his took place in' 1985 wh~n Hurricane Hugo Bt~ck the

iSlands.. Th.ts was repeated thj B yoar ",ith Madelfme. 1n both

u&"::dtdum,t 1:HI&e popu' at!ull Cjruup'jI wure cumpletely devasea.ted and.

lost all transpor.tation and comMunioation fDcilities f.or a timo.

Under these c::ix-cU1MJtances, radio cammunicatJ.on t.llat. would oxtend
out ~o encompass other islands was sssentiaJ. Tn this, situation

commercial FM stat.ions were= sorne of the fir5t t.o return to

Borvice.

The ability of th... I'll st.at:ions to be able '\:.0 extend their

coverage to 1nclu4~ neighbOring islands is vi tal Dnd can be of .

a life-saving nature. !1'he:refore, it js vory bleb in the public

intATest. that. in Frederik'sted Channel 298B1 be upgraded to

293B and Channel 299A be upgraded to 293n, thus proviainq ca-au­
nic01t.ion'w:tth the O't:hBr islands of' 5t. John and St:. ~aaas as well

as improved comMunication within the island.

Culebrn Ch.nne1 298A being able to upgradG to 298B1 is better
abJ 0 1:0 encompass V'ieques and st.. i11omas. These upqrades thus a.re

of trOlllcndous benefi~ partiC"'l.l Qry in hurricl.lne s! tuat:ions wb:l.ah
arc frequent in this .~ea•
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BXRIBH.'S (!)

FLORIDA

U'l'UADO

JAYUYA

ADJUR'l'AS

PONCB

JUANA DIAl

*·~AL 'POPULATIOR
GAIN OP

LA SA1I"J'A sr"l'B

20,947

8,689

34,980

15 .. 527

19,451

22,515

187,749

45,19R

-------.-
355,OS()

- 1,542

353,.514

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................



TTTLB: La santa Peak
Channel 30D - 107.9 MH~~ Lat 18 06 48

J..ong 66 03 07

CDll
Ci.'ly of LicBnsO

WCMN-PM

Ar:ecibo

T·T()poBed

Culebra

;-t.at.tmde
Lonqitudc

i8-1f-52
66-48-43

18..18-18

65-18-06

Type Preq.

B 291B

1D"7.3

lil 29881

107 .. 5

R-ltM.
(R-M)

74
(46)

71

("4)

D-JCM Margin
(D-H)

85.63 Cl••r
(50.72)

82.03 Clear
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

James L. Oyster hereby certifies that he has sent a copy of the foregoing by first
class U.S. mail, postage prepaid, or by hand delivery, on or before the 7th day of
December, 1995 to the following:

Nora E. Garrote
Piper & Marbury L.L.P.
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036


